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Section 1. Executive Summary

The first step in developing a new primary language assessment in California is collecting
input from California stakeholders on the desired purposes and content of such an assessment.
For this report, Educational Testing Service (ETS) collected input both through in-person
meetings, where 98 individuals from across the state representing various stakeholder
constituencies met in small groups to discuss their ideas and preferences; and through 395
responses received from an online survey that was administered statewide in both English and
Spanish. This report is organized into the following sections, briefly described below:

e Section 2 provides an introduction and background on primary language assessment in
California.

e Section 3 presents the topics of interest and an overview of the methods and procedures
used to collect and analyze the data.

e Section 4 contains a presentation and discussion of the qualitative data collected from
stakeholder group discussions at the in-person meetings.

e Section 5 presents and discusses the qualitative and quantitative data collected from
individual stakeholder responses to the online survey.

e Section 6 contains suggestions for interpretation and development of recommendations
based on overlapping recommendations from both the in-person meetings and the online
survey across four topics.

e Section 7 summarizes conclusions derived from the stakeholder meetings and survey.

o Appendixes include supporting documents for participants and facilitators, and feedback
from meeting attendees.

The meeting discussions and survey questions focused on four main topics and the associated
questions:

Topic 1. The preferred purpose and use of the assessment
1. What should be the purpose of a primary language content assessment in California?

2. How should the results of the assessment be used, and by whom?
3. What should be measured?
4. Who should be tested?

Topic 2. Aligning the assessment with the English-language arts content standards
1. How do you interpret the phrase “alignment with the English—language arts content
standards”?

2. How should this alignment be implemented for this assessment?

Topic 3. Implementation of the assessment
1. What kind(s) of delivery are best for the purposes of the test?

2. How should the content be presented to the students?
3. Which types of questions should be included?

June 23, 2015 CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report ¢ 1
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Topic 4. Current readiness for a standards-based primary language assessment
1. Thinking of the target students who would be taking the primary language assessment,
how prepared are they to take assessments written to the Common Core State Standards
(CCsS)?

2. How has your school implemented the CCSS for the target students and how has the
implementation been?

Only the first three topics yielded suggestions from the stakeholders for developing the
primary language assessment; the fourth topic was included to elicit context (i.e., experiences
and opinions) regarding stakeholders’ perceptions of readiness and implementation of the CCSS
and the aligned assessments. The instances of agreement across the stakeholder suggestions, both
from the in-person meetings and the online survey, yielded the following stakeholder
recommendations:

e The preferred purpose and use of the primary language assessment is as a summative
assessment, but additional purposes such as initial or diagnostic assessments should be
considered.

e A primary language assessment should be used as one of the measures available to students
pursuing the State Seal of Biliteracy (SSB).

e A primary language assessment should be used for accountability purposes, but in
consideration of the varying student groups taking the assessment also for accountability
purposes similar to the Smarter Balanced for English Language Arts/Literacy (ELA)
assessment.

o Assessment results should be useful to various users and audiences, including teachers,
administrators, parents, and students.

e Content measured from a primary language assessment should focus on language arts in the
primary language. A primary language assessment should include domains similar to those
of the Smarter Balanced for ELA assessment, with speaking and language domains to assess
the linguistic nuances associated with an assessment in a primary language.

e Spanish should be the target language for assessment development, but languages other than
Spanish should also be considered.

e The test should be administered to students in various grade levels across grades
kindergarten through twelve (K-12) who are either: new arrivals, enrolled in dual-
immersion or bilingual education programs, receiving language arts instruction in a
language other than English, or students trying to earn the SSB. Aligning the assessment
with the ELA content standards should mirror the Smarter Balanced for ELA assessment
(i.e., CCSS).

e The assessment should be culturally relevant and attentive to the unique characteristics of
each language. Use the existing CCSS en Espafiol and use authentic texts rather than
translated texts in the assessment.

e The assessment should be computer-based with a particular preference for assessments that
adapt to students’ skill levels.

e Supports and accommodations similar to those available for the Smarter Balanced for ELA
assessment should be available for any primary language assessment.

2 ¢ CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report June 23, 2015
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¢ A variety of item types should be used to assess students’ skills and knowledge, including
selected response (multiple choice), constructed response (open ended), technology-
enhanced items, and performance tasks.
California stakeholders provided valuable feedback on the future shape of a new primary
language assessment. This report is offered as a resource containing evidence of California

stakeholder preferences for use by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) in
formulating recommendations to the State Board of Education (SBE) for a stand-alone language

arts summative assessment in primary languages other than English.

CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report ¢ 3
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Section 2: Introduction and Background

According to California Department of Education (CDE) 2013-14 data, more than 1.4 million
English learners (ELs) are enrolled in California public schools, constituting 29 percent of total
enrollment. These ELs represent a wide range of language backgrounds, though Spanish is by far
the most common, representing 84 percent of ELs.

The start of California standardized testing in a language other than English dates back to
2004, with the reauthorization of the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program,
which ushered in the Standards-based Tests in Spanish (STS). The STS were aligned to the
California content standards for mathematics and reading/language arts (RLA), and were first
administered in spring 2007 to grades two through four. Starting in 2009, the STS were available
in grades two through eleven. All students eligible for the STS took the STS in addition to the
California Standards Tests (CSTs) or the California Modified Assessment (CMA).

The STS will continue to be offered for RLA on an optional basis through the 2016-17 school
year, but will subsequently be replaced by a “next generation” primary language assessment that
will join the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) System of
assessments.

The CAASPP assessments for ELA and mathematics, which are the Smarter Balanced
assessments, replaced the previous STAR assessments in these content areas starting with the
2013-14 school year. The new ELA and mathematics tests are aligned to the CCSS. The
development of the standards was headed by an initiative led by the nation’s governors and
education commissioners, and their respective organizations, the National Governors Association
(NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). The standards were adopted by
California in 2010.

The Smarter Balanced mathematics assessments offer language accommodation versions in
Spanish and nine other primary languages. In the case of the Spanish assessment, students can
respond to constructed-response (open-ended) test questions in Spanish. These responses are
scored by readers who are qualified to score them (all raters undergo a comprehensive process to
certify their skills as a rater for content-specific and language-specific assessments). However,
there are no primary language versions in Spanish or any other languages for the language arts
component of CAASPP, thus establishing the need for a new CAASPP primary language
assessment.

In June 2014, the California Education Code (EC) Section 60640 (b)(5)(C) set forth the
requirement that the SSPI1 consult with stakeholders in considering the appropriate purpose of a
new CAASPP primary language assessment:

“The Superintendent shall consult with stakeholders, including assessment and
English learner experts, to determine the content and purpose of a stand-alone
language arts summative assessment in primary languages other than English that
aligns with the English language arts content standards. The Superintendent shall
consider the appropriate purpose for this assessment, including, but not
necessarily limited to, support for the State Seal of Biliteracy and accountability.
It is the intent of the Legislature that an assessment developed pursuant to this
section be included in the state accountability system.”

4 ¢ CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report June 23, 2015
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Thus, the CDE’s initial step was to convene with stakeholders to provide input to help
determine the purpose and features of a new CAASPP primary language test. The purpose of the
study was to collect information from stakeholders across California to inform the SSP1 of their
needs and recommendations for a new primary language assessment. Multiple data collection
methods were employed to collect this information from stakeholder participants, including in-
person stakeholder meetings and online surveys. Data were analyzed and results were
determined within and across data collection techniques. The remaining sections of this report
present methods, procedures, summary results, and overall recommendations from the
stakeholder input that was collected in January and February of 2015.

June 23, 2015 CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report ¢ 5
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Section 3: Methodology

In this section, the overall methodology for the stakeholder meetings and surveys are
described. ETS begins with detailing the participant recruitment, continues with describing the
procedures for the in-person meetings and online survey development, and concludes with
presenting the methods of analysis for the in-person meeting data and the survey data.

3A. Stakeholder Recruiting Process

ETS, in collaboration with the CDE, recruited stakeholders representing California’s diverse
population of parents, educators, and advocacy organizations. The following organizations were
contacted by ETS to recruit participants.

e Association of California School e Local educational agency (LEA)
Administrators (ACSA) CAASPP Coordinators

e Association for Supervision and e California English Language
Curriculum Development (ASCD) Development Test (CELDT) District and

e Bilingual Coordinators Network (BCN) E:jte CoordlgaLtJ(I)Ers Computer-Using

e California Association for the Gifted uc_ators ( ) ) )
(CAG) e Curriculum and Instruction Steering

e California Association for Bilingual Committee (CISC) L
Education (CABE) e Parent Teacher Association (PTA)

« California Association of Resource * Regional Assessment Network (RAN)
Specialists (CARS+) e Special Education Local Plan Area

e California Educational Research (SELPA)
Association (CERA) e CDE Technical Advisory Group (TAG)

e Californians Together

To recruit approximately 100 meeting participants who had substantial expertise in the
previously mentioned areas, ETS sent a letter to organizations requesting nominations and asking
them to distribute an online application to potential participants for the stakeholder meetings. A
blank application can be found in Appendix A. Representatives of the organizations and LEAs
circulated the application, and interested individuals applied to participate in a meeting.

The CDE and ETS developed an application eliciting pertinent information from interested
parties. ETS then collected and organized all applicant information. ETS content experts
carefully reviewed applicants’ roles and credentials and then made recommendations to the CDE
regarding who should be invited, taking into consideration an applicant’s relevant experience,
expertise, and representation of the specific demographics and/or stakeholder group. Participants
who would serve as alternates were also identified. ETS distributed invitations and tracked
RSVPs. After a predetermined RSVP deadline, alternates were invited, as needed. Following are
the sample characteristics of the stakeholders who attended the in-person meetings.

6 ¢ CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report June 23, 2015
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Characteristics of the Stakeholders at the In-Person Meetings

Table 3.1 shows the counts of meeting participants representing particular groups for each of
the two meetings.

Table 3.1 Stakeholder Groups Represented at the Meetings

Number of Participants

Meeting 1 Meeting 2
Stakeholder | (January 28) | (January 29)

K-12 administrators 3) 7

K-5 teachers 8 12

Middle school teachers 9 8

High school teachers 10 7

Parents/Community Leaders 5 9

EL Experts 5 5

Experts assessing students with Disabilities 3 2
Measurement Experts 2 1

TOTAL 47 51

Table 3.2, Table 3.3, and Table 3.4 show the demographic compositions of the meeting
participants. The participants reported a diverse list of native languages and represent differing
ethnicities.

Overall, as shown in Table 3.2, the meeting participants were mostly female (n=85),
compared to male stakeholder participants (n=12). One stakeholder declined to share this
information.

Table 3.2 Meeting Participants by Gender

Gender N
Male 12
Female 85
No response 1
Total 98

Table 3.3 provides an overview of the home languages reported to be spoken by the
stakeholders. A majority of the stakeholders reported English as a native language, with Spanish
following close behind. A few participants reported speaking other languages such as Cantonese,
Korean, Mandarin, and Armenian.

June 23, 2015 CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report ¢ 7
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Table 3.3 Native Language Reported by Meeting Participants

Native language N
Cantonese 1
English 50
Korean 2
Mandarin 2
Other: And Spanish 1
Other: Armenian 1
Other: Both Spanish and English 1
Spanish 39
No response 1
Total 98

Table 3.4 shows that stakeholders at the in-person meetings reported a wide variety of ethnic
backgrounds, ranging in frequency from Hispanic/Latino, with the highest frequency, to
Caucasian, Asian, multi-ethnic (where participants selected two or more categories), African-

American, and Other, with the fewest counts.

Table 3.4 Ethnic Background Reported by Meeting Participants

Ethnic Background N
Asian 8
Black or African American 1
Hispanic or Latino 54
Caucasian 28
Other 1
Multi-ethnic*

Total 98

* Stakeholders selected two or more ethnic backgrounds

Overall, the characteristics suggest that the in-person meeting attendees were a diverse group
with more of the stakeholder participants being female, speaking English or Spanish, and of

Caucasian or Hispanic/Latino ethnicity.

3B. Meeting Process

Introduction

The task of stakeholders invited to the meetings was to provide input for a new
reading/language arts assessment in a primary language other than English. As described in
California’s EC (previously introduced in Section 2 of this report), this assessment would be
aligned with the CCSS and administered in the same grades (three through eight and grade
eleven) that are currently assessed in English using the Smarter Balanced assessments. Various
topics were discussed with stakeholders, including assessment purpose, use, alignment, and
design. Participants provided input through in-depth group discussions on different aspects of
new primary language content assessments, including, but not limited to, assessments mandated
by federal or state laws and regulations. The meetings were open for public observation.

8 ¢ CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report
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Prior to the Meetings

ETS developed the following materials for the meetings: a stakeholder meeting agenda, a
general session PowerPoint presentation, a small group discussion questions sheet, a
recommendations recording form, and advance reading materials that were sent to participants
one week prior to the meetings. These materials can be found in Appendix B.

ETS staffed the stakeholder meetings with a lead facilitator for the general orientation session
and with a facilitator and a note taker/scribe at each group discussion. Facilitators and scribes
consisted of researchers and assessment development experts, some of whom have expertise in
the assessment of ELs and multilingual assessments. ETS measurement experts were also
available to participants.

A training session for the ten scribes and ten table group facilitators was held prior to the first
meeting to standardize the manner in which the stakeholder information was gathered. During
the training session, the following topics were covered:

e An overview of the purpose of the table discussions and how the data will be used

e The role of the facilitator and scribe during the discussions

e The organization/components of the session

e Review of table discussion questions (see Appendix C)

e Distribution and review of the facilitator protocol, which included a step-by-step guide of
what the facilitator should do and say during the table discussion session

e Tips for effective group facilitation (such as when and how to redirect the group’s focus
back to the discussion questions, if necessary)

e How to use the Facilitator Template to record the group’s recommendations, rationales and
concerns (see Appendix C)

e The level of detail expected in the scribe’s notes and tips for taking accurate notes
e Requirements for cleaning and summarizing the scribe’s notes and the Facilitator Template
after the session in order maximize accuracy and clarity

A debriefing meeting was also held on the afternoon following the first stakeholder meeting.
During the debriefing session, the group of scribes and facilitators met with the training leader to
discuss their experiences, share facilitation tips, and identify key themes that were emerging
from the table discussions.

ETS program management staff coordinated the meetings and provided logistics support.
Appropriate CDE staff attended meetings, as determined by CDE.

Contractor staffing at the meetings included the following roles:

o Lead facilitator for the general session: Introduced the subject matter and meeting goals

e Research and assessment development staff: Facilitated the small group discussions and
captured group comments in the facilitator template

e Assessment Development experts: Subject matter experts; served as scribes to capture the
group discussions

e Measurement experts: Provided guidance (if needed) on psychometric issues and acted as
group facilitators

June 23, 2015 CAASPP Primary Language Assessment Stakeholder Meetings and Online Survey Report ¢ 9
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e Program managers: Provided general and logistical oversight, liaised between client
representatives and ETS experts, and provided general oversight of proceedings

e On-site logistics coordinator: Prepared the meeting space; provided participants with
supplies and expense reimbursement information

General Session

Each meeting began with an hour-and-a-half-long general session, during which all
participants were oriented to the task for the day and reviewed the general goals. For example,
because these meetings focused on the need for a new primary language assessment, general
overview discussion covered topics such as language acquisition, linguistic diversity, language
proficiency across first and second languages, as well as California-specific information such as
the languages spoken most frequently in the state compared to the overall list of languages
spoken by California’s students. General session slides can be found in Appendix B.

Participants were reminded that their input would be part of the overall information that the
SSPI would use to develop his recommendation for the next primary language assessment.

Small Group Discussion Sessions

After the conclusion of the general session, stakeholders were divided into 10 small groups of
8-10 people each, selected from the previously described outreach procedure. Every group
included a balanced mix of participants based on professional and demographic backgrounds.
Groups met for a total of 4 hours and 15 minutes (1 hour and 15 minutes before lunch; 3 hours
after lunch). A set of topics with associated questions guided the group discussions.

The following high-level topics guided the small group discussion sessions, as well as the
survey that was administered subsequently (survey process is discussed in Section 3C):

1. The preferred purpose and use of the primary language assessment

2. Aligning the assessment with the English—language arts content standards
3. Implementation of the primary language assessment

4. Current readiness for a standards-based primary language assessment

Facilitator Protocols/Table Discussion Procedures

The facilitators reviewed general directions about how the session would proceed including
ground rules for and expectations of the participants during the discussion. The group discussion
questions were then distributed to each group member for them to read. The facilitators stated
that the examples and issues to consider that were provided for each question were there to spark
discussion but were not meant to imply a certain direction nor limit their discussion. It was also
made clear that group consensus was not required and that consensus, as well as divergent or
contradictory recommendations, would be captured. Each group was given time to discuss the
topics and questions amongst themselves before the facilitator would ask the group to report their
recommendations, rationales, and concerns.

Documenting the Meeting

Facilitators ensured that all viewpoints were shared and documented during the group
reporting phase. They recapped and recorded the viewpoints on each question, including both
majority and minority positions, in an electronic file that was projected on a screen for all table
participants to see. When documenting viewpoints, the stakeholders were instructed to consider
their viewpoints as recommendations to the SSPI, as noted in the facilitator template where all
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information was captured as a recommendation, rationale, or concern. The tone and language for
all recommendations were reviewed and revised by the group. This working document of
recommendations, rationales, and concerns formed the primary data source for each stakeholder
group discussion.

In addition to the working document with the group’s recommendations, an ETS staff person
acted as the scribe for the group. The scribe’s job was to capture and summarize the group’s
overall discussion as a supporting document to the facilitator template.

At the end of each session, ETS facilitators and scribes “cleaned” the written record of each
group discussion, organizing the notes by question and entering them into an electronic
document (if they were not captured that way during the session). “Cleaning” the data refers to
the process of rendering the notes comprehensible and making them as comprehensive as
possible. Care was taken to ensure the meaning of what was said was not changed during the
cleaning process—any interpretations by the scribe that were made during cleaning were placed
in brackets to indicate that they were interpretations.

The discussion sessions were also audio recorded. The audio recordings were used to verify,
clarify, or add to the scribes’ written notes, if need be, and were used as a backup only. Any gaps
in the written record were marked so that the audio recordings could be used to correct or
complete the written record at a later time.

3C. Online Survey Process

To obtain further input from both stakeholders who participated in a meeting and stakeholders
who were unable to attend a meeting, ETS administered an online survey that was launched
following the in-person stakeholder meetings. The survey was launched on February 6, 2015,
and closed on March 23, 2015 (after a two-week response period). An announcement e-mail and
follow up reminders with a URL to the survey were distributed to the following groups:

e Stakeholder meeting participants,
e Stakeholder meeting applicants unable to attend,
e LEA CAASPP Coordinators, and

e Individuals from organizations that represented stakeholder groups outlined in Assembly
Bill 484 who were originally contacted to recruit stakeholder meeting participants.

The e-mail included links to the survey both in English and translated into Spanish; the
original English version and Spanish translation are found in Appendix D. Recipients were
encouraged to share the survey among their colleagues, fellow organization members, and any
other individuals in California who might be interested in providing input. The following
subsection provides the sample characteristics of the survey respondents.

Survey Respondents

A total of 395 stakeholders responded to the online survey in the two-week timeframe: 385 in
English and 10 in Spanish. Of the 395 respondents, 79 (20%) attended one of the Primary
Language Stakeholder Meetings, 307 (78%) did not attend any of the meetings, and 19 (2%) did
not indicate whether they attended a meeting or not. The 79 respondents who attended a
stakeholder meeting compose about 81 percent of the total number of participants (n = 98) who
attended one of the two Primary Language Stakeholder Meetings.
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As shown by Table 3.5, respondents represented a variety of stakeholder roles. Table 3.5
provides the breakdown of the survey respondents by primary stakeholder role using the
categories provided in the survey question and ordered from most selected to least selected. The
two most selected roles were school administrator and teacher with 30 percent for each. The third
most selected category (19%) was “Other.” These respondents wrote in a variety of roles, such as
“District assessment coordinator,” “Instructional coach,” “EL coach,” “special education
specialist,” “bilingual teacher,” “English Learner specialist,” “EL coordinator,” or “teacher on
special assignment.” Bilingual coordinators also made up a sizeable proportion of respondents at
10 percent. Seven percent of the respondents were education measurement researchers/experts,
advocates, school psychologists, or parents.

Table 3.5 Breakdown of Primary Stakeholder Roles of Survey Respondents

Primary Role as a Stakeholder Count Percent
School administrator 120 30%
Teacher 119 30%
Other 75 19%
Bilingual coordinator 38 10%
Education/Measurement researcher or expert 12 3%
Advocate 6 2%
School psychologist 5 1%
Parent 3 1%
Missing 17 4%
Total 395 100%

The 282 stakeholders who selected “School administrator,” “Teacher,” “Bilingual
coordinator,” or “School psychologist” also had the opportunity to describe their school type and
any programs their schools had for EL students. Of the 282 possible responders, 270 provided
responses to the school type question. As shown in Figure 3.1, the majority (87%) indicated their
schools were noncharter public schools, while a smaller number (9%) indicated their schools
were charter schools. Some respondents (4%) selected “Other” and described their schools as a
variety of school types, including “dependent charter,” “Magnet school,” “Public School of
Choice,” “both,” “Public-Reservation,” and “Court and community.”
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Figure 3.1 Barplot of School Type for Survey Respondents in Schools

As shown in Figure 3.2, a total of 268 (of the 282 possible responders who selected school-
related primary stakeholder roles) responded to the question about the type of program their
school has for ELs. Almost three-fourths indicated their school has an English language
development (ELD) program, about 18 percent have dual-language immersion programs at their
schools, and only three percent have transitional bilingual programs. Of the 18 (7%) who
selected “Other,” two specified they have all three types of programs and another wrote they had
both ELD and dual immersion. Other responses mentioned other programs or combinations of
programs: “50/50 late exit,” “Developmental bilingual,” “ELD and Dual Language Academy,”
“Late Exit Bilingual and ELD,” and “sheltered instruction.” One respondent indicated he/she had
“none this year,” and two wrote “N/A,” which could mean their school does not have a program
or that they did not think this question was applicable to them.
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Figure 3.2 Barplot of School Language Program for Survey Respondents in Schools
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The 119 survey respondents who identified themselves as teachers were presented with an
additional two questions about what they teach. The majority of possible respondents responded
to each of these questions, with a total of 108 responses for the grade span taught and 110
responses for the type of content taught (see Table 3.6). For each of these questions, teachers
could select as many options as were applicable. Twenty-seven percent (n = 29) selected more
than one grade span. All of the grade spans are well represented with 41 to 43 percent of teachers
including grades kindergarten through grade two, grades three through five, and grades nine
through twelve among their selections. One third included grades six through eight among their
selections.

Table 3.6 Grade Spans Taught by Teacher Survey Respondents

Grade Spans Count  Percent
K-2 46 43%
3-5 45 42%
6-8 36 33%
9-12 44 41%
Total Respondents 108

Note: The percents do not sum to 100 percent because survey respondents could select as many
options as applicable. The percent is the count divided by the total number of respondents.

Table 3.7 provides information on the types of students teacher survey respondents teach.
Almost half of the responding teachers teach students in ELD and about half teach mainstream
content. More specifically, 24 teachers (22%) indicated they teach both ELD and mainstream
content, 24 teach only mainstream content, and yet another 24 teach only ELD. There are also a
few teachers who teach one of these two content areas along with some other program/content.
Overall, these different combinations result in a sum of about 50 for each of these types of
students/programs. Teachers of special education students were represented at 14 percent and
teachers of gifted students at 3 percent. A quarter of the teachers indicated “Other” among their
answer choices. These respondents indicated programs such as “primary-dual language,”
“coach,” “Spanish Language Arts,” “dual immersion,” “intervention,” ‘““Teacher on Special
Assignment (TOSA),” “two-way bilingual immersion,” “substitute,” “reading,” and “Spanish in
dual language.”

Table 3.7 Types of Programs/Students Taught by Teacher Survey Respondents

Programs/Students Count  Percent
English language development 51 46%
Mainstream content 50 45%
Other 28 25%
Special education 15 14%
Gifted 3 3%
Total Respondents 110

Note: The percents do not sum to 100 percent because survey respondents could select as many
options as applicable. The percent is the count divided by the total number of respondents.

To gauge survey respondents’ familiarity with the current STS, all survey respondents
(regardless of stakeholder role) were asked about their prior experience with these tests.
Respondents were able to select as many options as were applicable to them. Table 3.8 shows
that 387 (of the 395) respondents responded to this question.
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Of these 387, 40 percent of respondents (n = 153) had no prior experience with the STS. The
remaining 60 percent selected at least one of the provided prior experience options and/or the
“Other” category. Of all respondents, 41 percent have been test administrators of the STS, 26
percent have interpreted score results for placement purposes, and 6 percent have read their
child’s score reports (with some respondents having some combination of these three
experiences). Nine percent (n = 36) included “Other” am